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the commission, who will give such aid as is in accordance with the law 
and rights involved. Macon Grocery Co. et al. v. Atlantic C. L. R. Co. et al. 
(1908), — C. C. A., S. D., Ga., W. D. — 163 Fed. 738 

It cannot be doubted that the Federal Courts in their equity jurisdiction 
can afford preventive relief against threatened injury, as relief of this nature 
is at the very foundation of equity jurisdiction. Blindell v. Hagan, 54 Fed. 
40; Gulf, C. & S. F. R. v. Miami Steamship Co., 30 C. C. A., 142, 156; 
In re Debs, 158 U. S. 564; Kiser Co. v. Central of Georgia R. R., 158 Fed. 
193. Jurisdiction having been acquired for the purpose of an injunction, the 
court to avoid multiplicity of suits can proceed to a decree that will settle 
all matters in dispute. 1 PomEroy's Eq., Art. 181 ; Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. 
v. Phillips, 41 C. C. A. 263 ; United. States v. Union Pacific R. R., 160 
U. S. 1, 50; Stickney v. Gaudy, 132 111. 213. It was decisively settled by the 
United States Supreme Court in Texas & Pacific R. R. Co. v. Abilene Cot- 
ton Oil Co., 204 U. S. 426, that the shipper seeking reparation predicated 
upon the unreasonableness of the established rate must under the act to 
regulate commerce primarily invoke redress through the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, which body alone is vested with the power to entertain pro- 
ceedings for the alteration of an established schedule because the rates fixed 
therein are unreasonable. This decision was followed in Baltimore & O. R. 
Co. v. LaD'ue, 112 N. Y. Supp. 964. This gives the shipper a remedy at law, 
but it is not exclusive, for it cannot be said that the legislature would deny 
by implication the general powers of a court of equity to correct that wherein 
the law is deficient. It is not enough that there is a remedy at law ; it must 
be plain and adequate, as practical and efficient to the ends of justice and its 
prompt administration as the remedy in equity. 1 PomEroy's Eq., Art. 180; 
Boyce v. Grundy, 3 Pet. 210, 215 ; Watson v. Sutherland, 5 Wall. 74, 78. 
The remedy at law here was clearly inadequate, for the enforcement of the 
rates for any great length of time might seriously impair the business of 
the complainant. Because an action at law for damages to recover unreason- 
able rates which have been exacted will not lie, there is nothing to prevent 
the Federal Court of Equity from enjoining the putting into effect a rate 
which appears unreasonable. Southern R. Co. v. Tift, 206 U. S. 428, and 
instances may arise when it would be proper to do so. Kiser Co. v. Central 
of Georgia R. R., 158 Fed. 193; Southern R. Co. v. Tift, 206 U. S. 428. In 
so doing a court of equity does not interfere with acts of the Commission in 
the final exercise of their power. 

Judgment — Of Foreign Country — Conclusiveness. — Action was brought 
in the courts of New York to establish and enforce a lien declared to exist 
by the judgment of an English court. Held, that the judgment is conclusive 
in the New York courts on the matters adjudicated, for the reason that the 
English courts give a like effect to the judgments of the courts of New York. 
Newton v. Hunt et al. (1008), 112 N. Y. Supp. 573. 

The provision of the Constitution of the United States requiring that 
each state shall give full faith and credit to the public acts, records and 
judicial proceedings of every other state does not apply to judgments of 
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foreign countries, and any effect given to such judgments is given through 
comity. Undoubtedly the conclusion reached by the court in the principal 
case was correct, but there is some doubt as to the soundness of the reason 
given for this decision. It would seem that effect should be given to foreign 
judgments by the courts of this country on principles of right and justice 
rather than on account of the mere fact that the courts of the countries 
rendering the judgments give a similar effect to the judgments of the courts 
of this country. Dissenting opinion of Mr. Chief Justice Fuller in Hilton 
v. Guyoi, 159 U. S. 113, 16 Sup. Ct. 139, 40 L. Ed. 95. A judgment of a 
court, even though of a foreign country, which had jurisdiction of the par- 
ties and subject matter of the suit, rendered without fraud or imposition, 
should be conclusive on the matters adjudicated, in courts of other countries 
where the judgment is called in question, for the simple reason that it is 
the final determination of a competent court. Reciprocity on the part of the 
courts of the country where the judgment was rendered should not be 
required. There are many decisions by the courts of this country following 
the reciprocity doctrine, but a tendency now seems to be manifesting itself 
in favor of the doctrine contended for in the dissenting opinion in Hilton 
v. Guyot, supra ; Coveney v. Phiscator, 93 N. W. 619, 9 Detroit Leg. N. 603 ; 
MacDonald v. Grand Trunk Ry. Co., 71 N. H. 448, 52 Atl. 982; Freeman, 
Judgments, Ed. 4, § 597. See also 30 Cent. Dig., Judgment, II 1519, 1521. 

Judgment — Power of Court to Abate After Term. — A railroad official 
was indicted for giving rebates in violation of the "Elkins Act," was found 
guilty, and fined $6,000; judgment was docketed at once. After final ad- 
journment of the term at which this judgment was rendered the defendant 
died, and upon application of his executrix the trial court entered an order 
declaring the judgment to have abated and to be no longer of any validity. 
The United States applied to the Circuit Court of Appeals to review this 
order. Held, that the trial court had no control over the judgment after the 
term at which it was rendered, and hence had no authority to make the 
order abating the'judgment (Ward, C.J., dissenting). United States v. New 
York Cent. & H. R. R. Co. et al. (1008), — C. C. A., 2nd Cir. — , 164 Fed. 
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The general rule undoubtedly is that after the expiration of the term 
at which a judgment is rendered, the trial court has no longer any control 
over such judgment. Black, Judgments, Ed. 2, §306; Freeman, Judg- 
ments, Ed. 4, § 96. This rule is said in Bronsen v. Schulten, 104 U. S. 410, 
26 L. Ed. 797, to be in force in the federal courts, and this doctrine is 
further sustained by Klever et al. v. Seawall et al., 12 C. C. A. 653, 65 Fed. 
373; Austin v. Riley (C. C), 55 Fed. 833; Allen v. Wilson (C. C), 21 Fed. 
881. The prevailing opinion in the principal case follows the general rule. 

Libel and Slander — Right of Newspaper to Attack Candidate — Privi- 
lege. — Plaintiff held the office of attorney general of the state and was a 
candidate for re-election. Defendant was the owner and publisher of a 
newspaper in the same state. The latter printed in his paper, on a certain 



